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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
 
 
The Neighborhood–School Spill-Over: Middle and High School Students’ Perceptions of 
Racial/Ethnic Discrimination at the Neighborhood and School Level 
 
by 
 
Feliz Quiñones 
 
 
Doctor of Philosophy in Education 
University of California, Los Angeles, 2019 
Professor Sandra H. Graham, Chair 
 
While there is a well-established body of literature that documents the role of the school 
context in informing adolescents’ perceptions of unfair treatment at school, little research 
investigates how interactions at the neighborhood level also shape adolescents’ perceptions of 
school-based peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  The current dissertation focused on 
examining the Neighborhood–School Spill-Over, a novel framework, encompassing three 
different, but interrelated approaches for understanding the role of the neighborhood context in 
informing Latina/o students’ perceptions of school-based adult and peer racial/ethnic 
discrimination.  Dissertation Study #1 (Approach 1 of the Neighborhood–School Spill-Over 
framework) aimed to examine whether distance (how far students lived from school in miles) 
moderated the relationship between neighborhood and school Latina/o representation and 
 
 
 iii
students’ perceptions of unfair treatment by adults and peers at school.  It was hypothesized that 
Latina/o students living further away from school would report lower perceptions of unfair 
treatment by both peers and adults at school if they lived in neighborhoods with a high 
concentration of Latina/os, even when there was lower Latina/o representation at school.  
Dissertation Study #2 (Approach 2 of the Neighborhood–School Spill-Over framework) aimed to 
examine whether the percentage of students who live in the same neighborhood and go to the 
same school, percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood peers, informed adolescents’ perceptions 
around unfair treatment by adults at school.  The proposed hypothesis was that having a greater 
percentage of same-ethnic peers who live in the same community and attend the same school 
context would be protective.  The overarching goal of Dissertation Study #3 (Approach 3 of the 
Neighborhood–School Spill-Over framework) was to examine how perceptions of neighborhood 
discrimination (i.e., by police and store clerks) affected Latina/o students’ perceptions of school 
adult racial/ethnic discrimination and whether neighborhood collective efficacy, feeling like 
people in the community “have your back,” was protective.  It was anticipated that while 
perceiving greater discrimination in the neighborhood would predict higher perceptions of unfair 
treatment by adults at school, living in efficacious neighborhoods would buffer this relationship.    
Data for this dissertation came from the UCLA Middle and High School Diversity 
Project (MSDP/HSDP), a larger ongoing longitudinal study that sought to examine the benefits 
and challenges of ethnic diversity in urban middle schools.  MSDP/HSDP participants were 
5,991 racially/ethnically diverse students who were recruited from 26 urban middle schools in 
northern and southern California who then transitioned into over 440 high schools all over the 
state of California.  To conduct analyses for these three dissertation studies, students’ home 
addresses were geocoded and cross-classified multilevel models were run.  
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Findings from Dissertation Study #1 showed that as Latina/o eighth-grade students (n = 
756) attended schools with fewer same-ethnic peers, living further away was protective against 
perceptions of peer racial/ethnic discrimination, when there was high Latina/o representation in 
the neighborhood context.  Findings from Dissertation Study #2 found that as Latina/o 
representation at school decreased, Latina/o eighth-grade students (n = 856) reported higher 
perceptions of school adult racial/ethnic discrimination, and this was particularly more 
pronounced for students with a lower percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood peers.  As 
Latina/o representation at school decreased, students reported lower perceptions of 
discrimination by adults at school when they had a greater percentage of same-ethnic 
neighborhood peers, highlighting the protective nature of same-ethnic neighborhood peers.  And 
finally, findings from Dissertation Study #3 found that high school students (10th-grade Latina/o 
students; n = 540) reported higher perceptions of unfair treatment by adults at school when they 
reported higher perceptions of neighborhood discrimination.  While findings from Dissertation 
Study #3 did not find that efficacious neighborhoods buffered students’ perceptions of 
discrimination by adults at school, future research should continue to examine the neighborhood-
school spill over to thoroughly unpack the neighborhood characteristics that serve as risk and 
protective factors for adolescents of color, specifically in marginalized communities.  The larger 
implications of this dissertation research are to go beyond understanding the barriers that exist in 
the neighborhood context and to center the benefits and wealth that exist in marginalized 
communities for adolescents of color as a way of creating more welcoming school environments. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Neighborhood–School Spill-Over: Middle and High School Students’ Perceptions of 
Racial/Ethnic Discrimination at the Neighborhood and School Level  
Previous research shows that adolescents of color, particularly Latina/o and African 
American students, are more likely to report unfair treatment by adults compared to their White 
counterparts, while Asian American students are more likely to report higher rates of 
racial/ethnic discrimination by peers at school (Fisher, Wallace, & Fenton, 2000).  A strong body 
of educational and psychological research suggests that these experiences with school 
racial/ethnic discrimination are informed by interactions with peers, adults, and administrators in 
the school context (Benner & Graham, 2011, 2013; Fisher et al., 2000; Huynh, 2012; 
Rosenbloom & Way, 2004; Wong, Eccles, & Sameroff, 2003).  While most of the discrimination 
literature emphasizes the role of the school context in informing adolescents’ perceptions of 
school-based racial/ethnic discrimination, little research examines how the neighborhood context 
may also shape students’ perceptions of unfair treatment by peers and adults at school.  Urban, 
sociological, and criminological research suggests that adolescents of color are not only more 
likely to experience racial/ethnic discrimination at school, but they are also at a higher risk of 
being stopped by police in their neighborhoods and African American and Latino young males 
are particularly most vulnerable to these experiences (Brunson & Weitzer, 2008; Hurst, Frank, & 
Browning, 2000).  Research that examines how neighborhood influences inform adolescents’ 
perceptions of discrimination at school is limited.   
More specifically, objective measures that capture adolescents’ neighborhood 
characteristics, such as the representation of same-ethnic residents among other important 
indicators, including how far away adolescents travel from home to school, provide an 
  2
understanding of the context students come from and how it may inform the ways in which they 
navigate their experiences with racial/ethnic discrimination at school.  More subjective 
interactions that occur at the neighborhood level, like adolescents’ experiences with unfair 
treatment by authority figures (i.e., police or store clerks), may also directly inform students’ 
perceptions of unfair treatment at school.  For example, students who directly experience first-
hand or witness racial/ethnic discrimination in their communities might be more likely to report 
more racial/ethnic discrimination at school.  While adolescents’ exposure to neighborhood 
discriminatory occurrences may be inhibiting (Garcia Coll et al., 1996) and lead to higher reports 
of school-based racial/ethnic discrimination, there might also be various overlooked protective 
factors available for students in their communities, like close-knit relationships with adults or 
peers, which consequently buffer their experiences with unfair treatment at school.  Little 
research centers on the role of the neighborhood context, especially the role of ethnic enclaves 
(communities with a high representation of historically marginalized racial/ethnic groups) in 
providing adolescents of color with a wealth of community knowledge that can be protective as 
they enter the school gates on a daily basis.   
While studying the individual effects of the neighborhood and school contexts is 
instrumental, taking a contextual (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) and integrative (Garcia Coll et al., 
1996) approach provides a more nuanced understanding of students’ perceptions of school-based 
racial/ethnic discrimination.  Bronfenbrenner’s theoretical framework identifies five ecological 
systems: the microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem as main 
sources for studying human development in the context of multiple settings.  Examining 
development at the mesosystem level allows for the opportunity to understand how adolescents’ 
perceptions of school racial/ethnic discrimination are not only uniquely tied to the school or the 
  3
neighborhood context, but by the interaction of both of these two environments.  This 
neighborhood–school interaction, however, is not simplistic and can create complex and unique 
contexts of development for adolescents depending on their social position in society (e.g., race, 
ethnicity, social class, and gender).  García Coll et al.’s (1996) integrative model of child 
development suggests that adolescents of color and children of immigrants experience “distinct 
ecological environments” that result from the intersection of multiple contexts (e.g., schools and 
neighborhoods) that are segregated and affected by racism, prejudice, and discrimination.  This 
interaction of adolescents’ social position in society creates inhibiting or promoting 
environments of development.  While racially/ethnically segregated schools can be inhibiting 
due to a lack of resources and lower teacher expectations, they can also be promoting 
environments as students are surrounded by peers who are like themselves and can offer each 
other support when facing similar discriminatory experiences.  Conversely, while attending an 
ethnically diverse school can be promoting, it can also be inhibiting to the extent that students in 
these schools might face more experiences with discrimination given a drop in their own group 
size.  The current dissertation focuses on examining students’ perceptions of school-based 
racial/ethnic discrimination at this neighborhood–school intersection.  
Three-Study Dissertation: Aims and Goals   
While there may be various potential neighborhood interactions that inform how 
adolescents make sense of their experiences at school, this dissertation focuses on a novel 
framework encompassing three different, but interrelated approaches for understanding this 
Neighborhood–School Spill-Over (see Figure 1).   
Dissertation Study 1, or Approach #1 of the Neighborhood–School Spill-Over 
framework, aims to focus on examining how objective measures, such as neighborhood and 
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school same-ethnic representation, individually and simultaneously, inform students’ perceptions 
of school-based peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  The second aim of Study #1 is to 
examine whether these neighborhood–school effects vary by distance (how far students traveled 
from home to school in miles).  The overarching goal of Study #1 is to expand the discrimination 
literature that documents neighborhood effects on students’ perceptions of school-based peer and 
adult racial/ethnic discrimination and to merge with the existing literature on school 
discrimination.  While there is a well-established body of research indicating that the school 
context informs students’ perceptions of school racial/ethnic discrimination, more research needs 
to examine how the neighborhood context—that is, where students reside (i.e., census tracts), the 
characteristics of their neighborhoods, and students’ identities (e.g., race/ethnicity, 
socioeconomic status, gender, immigration status, and more) in relation to their neighborhood 
context—also shapes adolescents’ perceptions of school discrimination.   
The overarching goal of Dissertation Study #2, or Approach #2 of the Neighborhood–
School Spill-Over framework, is to provide a more accurate representation of the spill-over 
effect.  While examining same-ethnic group representation at the neighborhood and school is 
critical, unpackaging the spill-over effect in this way compartmentalizes objective measures that 
define each of these different contexts.  Rather than merely focusing on same-ethnic group 
representation at the neighborhood and school contexts, Dissertation Study #2 specifically aims 
to examine how the percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood peers—that is, the percentage of 
students who live in the same neighborhood and go to the same school—informs adolescents’ 
perceptions around unfair treatment at school.   
The overarching goal of Dissertation Study #3, or Approach #3 of the Neighborhood–
School Spill-Over framework, is to move away from objective measures of defining and 
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characterizing neighborhoods to subjective measures of the neighborhood.  The first aim of 
Dissertation Study #3 is to examine how perceptions of neighborhood discrimination (i.e., by 
police and store clerks), directly spill over and affect adolescents’ perceptions of school 
racial/ethnic discrimination.  Existing empirical literature on “structurally disadvantaged” 
neighborhoods often provides a deficit perspective of marginalized communities, highlighting 
residents’ experiences with police discrimination.  To thoroughly unpackage the neighborhood–
school spill-over and shift to an approach that highlights the benefits and wealth that exist for 
adolescents of color in marginalized communities, the second aim of Study #3 is to examine how 
neighborhood collective efficacy—that is feeling like the community as a whole “has your 
back”—may influence the relationship between students’ perceptions of neighborhood and 
school racial/ethnic discrimination.  While having same-ethnic neighborhood peers may be 
protective, residing in a community that is “close-knit” may offer an even stronger social 
support system.  
Dissertation Overview   
The current dissertation proposal starts with a breakdown of each of the three approaches 
under the Neighborhood–School Spill-Over framework.  I present the unique empirical literature, 
method, and preliminary findings sections for each of these approaches, which I divide into three 
dissertation studies.   
Data for Dissertation Study #1 and Study #2 come from the UCLA Middle School 
Diversity Project (MSDP) and data for Dissertation Study #3 come from the UCLA High School 
Diversity Project (HSDP).  MSDP/HSDP is a multi-wave, longitudinal study that began in 2009 
and sought to understand the psychosocial benefits and challenges of racial/ethnic diversity in 
urban schools.  Students were a part of the study at Wave 1 (Fall semester of sixth grade), Wave 
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2 (Spring semester of sixth grade), Wave 3 (Spring of seventh grade), Wave 4 (Spring of eighth 
grade), Wave 5 (Spring of ninth grade), and so on until one year post-high school graduation 
(2019).  MSDP participants are 5,991 middle school students that were recruited from 26 urban 
middle schools in Northern and Southern California.  Students then transitioned into over 440 
high schools all over the state of California.  MSDP/HSDP not only provides a unique 
opportunity to examine school contexts with varying levels of racial/ethnic diversity, but it also 
provides the opportunity to examine the role of neighborhoods, and notably the characteristics 
and experiences that define adolescents’ communities, in informing middle and high school 
students’ perceptions around discrimination. 
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DISSERTATION STUDY #1 
Approach #1: “Where you from matters.”  
The first dissertation study, or Approach #1 of the Neighborhood–School Spill-Over 
framework, focused on examining how Latina/o neighborhood and school same-ethnic 
representation, objective measures that define both the neighborhood and school contexts, 
explain students’ perceptions of school-based peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  The 
second aim of Dissertation Study #1 was to examine whether these neighborhood–school effects 
varied by distance (i.e., how many miles students travel to get to school).  
To give a concrete example of the phenomenon in Approach #1 of the Neighborhood–
School Spill-Over framework, imagine that a student who self identifies as Latina attends Middle 
School A, where the racial/ethnic breakdown of the school context is the following: 56.2% 
White, 19.6 Latina/o, 11.5% Black/African-American, 7.9% Asian, 3.4% two or more 
racial/ethnic groups, 0.8% Filipino, and 0.2% American Indian/Alaska Native.  Let’s say this 
student lives in the city of Compton, California (Census Tract # 5421), which is in a different 
neighborhood than the one where Middle School A is located, so in order to get to school on a 
daily basis, she has to travel approximately 26 miles.  Not only is the neighborhood where the 
student lives far away from their school, but it also has a different racial/ethnic makeup than her 
school and it looks something like the following: 83.5% Latino, 14.4% Black/African-American, 
0.8% White, 0.6% Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 0.4% two or more racial/ethnic groups 
0.2% Asian, and 0.1% Other.  At home, this Latina student is very well-represented as 83.5% of 
the population in her neighborhood is Latina/o, while at school only 19.6% of the student 
population are Latina/o.   
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A critical question to examine is what happens when students reside in neighborhoods 
where there is a high percentage of same-ethnicity residents (ethnic enclave), but there is a 
decline in racial/ethnic group representation from the neighborhood to the school context?  
Conversely, it is also important to examine what the experience is for students who reside in 
neighborhoods where they are not well represented, but attend school contexts where there is an 
increase in their racial/ethnic group representation.  To be more specific, the larger questions that 
deconstruct this phenomenon would be: How do both school and neighborhood same-ethnic 
group representation influence adolescents’ reports of school peer and adult racial/ethnic 
discrimination?  And, how are these effects exacerbated the farther away from school students 
live? 
Literature Review 
Students’ Perceptions of School Racial/Ethnic Discrimination  
Most education and psychological research on school racial/ethnic discrimination has 
focused on the consequences rather than the predictors that influence students’ perceptions.  The 
smaller literature on discrimination predictors has typically examined the role of individual (e.g., 
race/ethnicity, sex) and school (e.g., same-ethnic group representation at school) contextual 
factors.  For example, in a study of Latina/o students, Benner and Graham (2011) found that 
adolescents attending more ethnically diverse high schools reported higher perceptions of 
discrimination over the first two years of high school.  Similarly, in a study with African 
American youth, Seaton and Yip (2009) found that greater ethnic diversity was associated with 
cultural discrimination, defined as the perceived superiority of the dominant group’s cultural 
history and practices.  Because greater diversity (multiple groups evenly represented) tends to be 
inversely related to relative group size, studies have documented that youth report more 
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discrimination as their own group declines (e.g., the context is more diverse; Benner & Graham, 
2013).  Less clear, though, is whether the overall diversity of neighborhoods, which is inversely 
related to group size, or the relative size of racial/ethnic groups, affects perceived discrimination 
at school. 
Understanding the Neighborhood Context  
Research often highlights the inhibiting role of the neighborhood context, and more 
specifically, the role of racial/ethnic composition in adolescents’ communities.  Youth of color 
who live in marginalized communities, moreover, tend to face a greater risk for experiencing 
various forms of institutional discrimination (Creasey & Jarvis, 2012; Levanthal, Dupéré, & 
Brooks-Gunn, 2009).  Social disorganization theory portrays marginalized communities that are 
identified as ethnic enclaves (i.e., neighborhoods with a large representation of ethnic minority 
residents) as environments with greater physical and social disorder, that are “disadvantaged,” 
“dangerous,” and more “violent” (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999; Sampson, Raudenbush, & 
Earls, 1997; Shaw & McKay, 1942).   
As leading scholars in the field of neighborhood literature, Robert Sampson and Steven 
Raudenbush have focused on studying the effects of social and physical disorder among 
residents in neighborhoods.  Sampson and Raudenbush (1999) define social disorder as 
behaviors that occur on the street (i.e., verbal harassment, prostitution, and public intoxication) 
and physical disorder as deteriorated buildings in the community, “graffiti on the buildings, 
abandoned cars, broken windows, and garbage in the streets” (p. 604).  Visual signs of physical 
and social disorder are labeled as “incivilities” and they are central to the overall representation 
of neighborhoods (Goffman, 1963).  These visual representations of neighborhood disorder 
shape the stereotypes and assumptions about residents living in particular communities 
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(Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999) and have in the past informed how police interact with 
residents.   
Wilson and Kelling (1982), the originators of the “broken windows” theory, argued that 
public incivilities, like public intoxication and graffiti on buildings, attracted higher crime rates 
in particular neighborhoods because “offenders” assume that the residents living in those 
communities are indifferent to what occurs in the neighborhood.  While broken windows theory 
informed resident–police relationships that were intended to ameliorate the level of crime in 
neighborhoods with greater physical and social disorder, there is evidence showing that “broken 
windows” disproportionately affected minority and poor neighborhoods (Fagan & Davies, 2000; 
Meares, 2015).  
To gain an integrated perspective in understanding social processes at the neighborhood 
level, and more specifically, to study physical and social disorder in neighborhoods, Sampson 
and Raudenbush (1999) collected survey and official records data and conducted systematic 
social observations (SSO) in 196 Chicago census tracts that varied in race/ethnicity and 
socioeconomic status.  Researchers collected video recordings and observers wrote notes on 
social activities and physical features on each block face.  Sampson and Raudenbush also 
obtained police records from the Chicago Police Department, where they collected information 
on incidents of homicide, robbery, and burglary.  Results from their 23,000 street segment 
observations showed that less serious indicators of disorder (e.g., presence of cigarettes and 
garbage) arise more often in neighborhoods compared to more serious indicators of crime (e.g., 
gang graffiti, etc.); and intensive forms of social disorder, like prostitution, drug selling, and 
adults fighting, were rare cases.  Contrary to the broken windows theory, Sampson and 
Raudenbush’s findings showed that it was not just physical and social disorder that predicted 
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crime.  These findings highlight the need to continue examining various neighborhood 
characteristics, aside from mere physical and social signs of disorder, in an attempt to steer away 
from negative and stereotypical representations of “structurally disadvantaged neighborhoods.”  
Racial-Spatial Divide in Neighborhoods  
Peterson and Krivo have become primary scholars, linking criminological and urban 
sociological literatures to examine how neighborhood characteristics, such as racial/ethnic 
composition and socioeconomic status, intersect to create a structural race perspective, in 
examining neighborhoods.  Peterson and Krivo’s (2010) work was one of the first to examine 
patterns of crime across neighborhoods with various racial/ethnic compositions, and more 
specifically the effects of racial/ethnic residential segregation on African American, Latino, 
Asian, and White residents.  Using data from the National Neighborhood Crime Study (NNCS), 
a sample of 9,593 neighborhoods from 91 large cities in the year 2000, Peterson and Krivo found 
that poverty overlaps strongly with race, creating a racial-spatial divide among neighborhoods.  
This racial-spatial divide creates a direct categorization of neighborhoods with specific 
racial/ethnic and socioeconomic compositions that creates a stereotype of the concentration of 
“violence” that occurs within certain neighborhoods.  
Results from their multivariate models, examining how neighborhood characteristics 
affect crime rates in the neighborhood and cities, demonstrated that African American, Latino, 
and underrepresented communities are at risk of experiencing more violence, given that they 
have to contend with neighborhood characteristics that classify their individual characteristics as 
“disadvantageous” as well as the lack of structural and institutional policies for “disadvantaged” 
neighborhoods.  On a smaller subsample of the NNCS that included 7,622 neighborhoods in 79 
cities across the United States, Krivo, Peterson, and Kuhl (2009) examined the relationship 
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between racial/ethnic segregation and levels of violent crime in residents’ neighborhoods.  
Results from their multilevel model analyses showed that there was a positive relationship 
between racial/ethnic segregation and violent crime in both White and non-White 
neighborhoods.  Krivo et al. (2009) provided evidence showing that Black and Latina/o residents 
live in highly disadvantaged communities, whereas White residents live in highly advantaged 
communities.  These findings suggest that there is a clear race-space linkage in which residents 
of underrepresented groups, particularly Black and Latina/os, live in different social spheres 
compared to their White counterparts, and these spaces are deeply connected to social 
inequalities (Krivo et al., 2009; Massey & Denton 1993).   
The effects of racial segregation are cross-level given that the effects of segregation in 
Communities of Color are more negative given that these neighborhoods have higher levels of 
disadvantage (i.e., poverty) and crime (Krivo et al., 2009; Massey & Denton, 1993; Massey & 
Eggers, 1990; Massey & Fischer, 2000), whereas White segregated neighborhoods maintain low 
levels of crime.  A study on 60 metropolitan areas concluded that communities that were racially 
segregated, with high percentages of Black, Asian, and Latina/o residents, predicted higher 
poverty rates; and this relationship was particularly stronger among communities with higher 
percentages of Black and Latina/o residents (Masse & Eggers, 1990; Massey & Fischer, 2000).  
This body of research shows that residents living in segregated communities marked by 
concentrated inequality experience higher rates of crime, institutional discrimination (Allison, 
Broce, & Houston, 2013), and environmental risks (Pebley & Sastry, 2004) that not only 
negatively impact adults, but adolescents as well (Evans, 2004; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 
2000). 
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Ethnic Enclaves as Protective Environments 
 However, there is also empirical literature emphasizing the protective role of the 
neighborhood context, and in particular the buffering role of a critical mass of same-ethnic 
residents.  For example, findings from a health study with Black women residents showed 
perceptions of discrimination were lowest in neighborhood block groups where African 
American/Black representation was higher (Hunt, Wise, Jipguep, Cozier, & Rosenberg, 2007).  
In a sample of African American adults, Welch, Sigelman, Beldsoe, and Combs (2001) found 
support for the protective role of higher same-ethnic group representation at the neighborhood 
level.  Welch et al. (2001) demonstrated a curvilinear relationship between neighborhood racial 
composition and perceived discrimination; such that, perceptions of racial discrimination 
increased when residents lived in census tracts with a lower than 50% African American 
population and decreased when residents lived in neighborhoods with a higher than 50% African 
American representation.  These studies highlight the importance of having a critical mass of 
same-ethnic residents within the neighborhood context for African American adults (Hunt et al., 
2007; Welch et al., 2001).  
Ethnic Enclaves as Protective Environments in the School Context 
Research done by White, Zeiders, Knight, Roosa, and Tein (2014) is one of the few 
studies that highlights the role of Latina/o ethnic enclaves in shielding Mexican-origin youth 
against experiences of school-based peer discrimination.  White et al. focused on examining how 
neighborhood Latina/o concentration affected students’ reports of school-based discrimination in 
a sample of Mexican-origin youth studied longitudinally in fifth, seventh, and tenth grades, while 
controlling for school ethnic representation.  Findings from White and colleagues found that in 
comparison to their U.S.-born counterparts, Mexican-origin youth who lived in neighborhoods 
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with high ethnic concentration experienced a decline in perceived peer discrimination over time; 
whereas those who lived in communities with a lower ethnic concentration reported an increase 
in peer discrimination over time.  These findings show how ethnic enclaves can serve as a 
protective factor for adolescents’ experiences with discrimination as they can provide a 
supportive social network that is capable of promoting shared values (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001) 
and a positive sense of racial/ethnic identity (Garcia Coll & Marks, 2009c).  
Dissertation Study #1 – Current Study 
Examining neighborhood and school same-ethnic group representation is particularly 
important for Latina/o adolescents not only because they are the largest ethnic minority group in 
the United States (U.S. Census, 2015), but also because they are more likely to attend segregated 
schools and reside in ethnic enclaves, neighborhoods with a large Latina/o representation and 
foreign born resident population (Orfield & Frankenberg, 2014; Orfield & Lee, 2006).  Latina/o 
ethnic enclaves are often described as “structurally disadvantaged,” unable to form strong 
community ties, and as negative developmental contexts for adolescents (Suro & Tafoya, 2004; 
White et al., 2014).  More research needs to examine Latina/o adolescents’ neighborhoods in 
order to shift the narrative from one that focuses on the inhibiting role of the neighborhood to 
one that examines the protective role of a critical mass in the neighborhood.  Taking a contextual 
and integrative perspective, the current study examined the extent to which distance (how far 
students lived from school) moderated the relationship between neighborhood and school 
Latina/o representation and Latina/o eight-grade students’ perceptions of school-based peer and 
adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  The guiding empirical questions for Dissertation Study #1 are 
the following (see Figure 2): 
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(1) To what extent does neighborhood and school Latina/o representation affect middle 
school students’ perceptions of school-based racial/ethnic discrimination (i.e., by peers 
and adults)? 
(2) What is the moderating role of distance in explaining the relationship between 
neighborhood and school Latina/o representation and school-based peer and adult 
racial/ethnic discrimination?  
In line with previous research (e.g., Benner & Graham, 2011; Seaton & Yip, 2009), we 
hypothesized that Latina/o students in our sample would report higher perceptions of both 
school-based peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination when there was lower Latina/o 
representation in the school context.  Extending prior findings that highlight the role ethnic 
enclaves play in shielding Latina/o adolescents from discrimination (e.g., White et al., 2014), we 
hypothesized that while students would report more discrimination when there were fewer 
Latina/o peers at school, students in neighborhoods with higher levels of Latina/o representation 
would experience the protective role of a critical mass and report less adult and peer 
discrimination at school.  We also hypothesized that higher levels of neighborhood Latina/o 
representation would be particularly protective for Latina/o students living farther away as they 
would be able to physically distance themselves from negative discriminatory experiences in the 
school context.   
Dissertation Study #1 – Method 
Participants 
Participants were a subsample of the Middle School Diversity Project (MSDP), a large 
multi-wave, longitudinal study of the psychosocial benefits and challenges of ethnic diversity in 
urban middle schools.  Participants (N = 5,991) were recruited in sixth grade from 26 middle 
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schools in Northern and Southern California.  Based on students’ self-reports, the overall sample 
was 26% Latino/Mexican, 17% White, 13% East/Southeast Asian, 9% Black/African American, 
and 22% belonged to other ethnic groups, including South Asian, Filipino/Pacific Islander, 
Middle Eastern, and multiethnic/biracial.  The final analytic sample included 756 Latina/o 
students from 20 middle schools (54% females; Mage = 14.25, SD = 0.70) and 343 neighborhoods 
(i.e., census tracts) who were surveyed in the spring of their eighth-grade year.  The majority of 
students self-identified as Mexican (63%) and the remaining 37% identified primarily as Central 
American (e.g., from Guatemala, El Salvador).  Based on students’ self-reports of their parents’ 
and their own country of origin, the subsample was 11% first-generation (student born outside of 
the U.S.), 76% second-generation (at least one parent born outside of the U.S.), and 13% third-
generation or beyond (both parents and student born in the U.S.).  
On average, students in the current analytic sample travelled 4.55 miles to get from home 
to school, with distance from school ranging from 0.03 miles to 27 miles (See Table 1 for 
descriptive statistics).  Students lived in neighborhoods where the average Latino representation 
was 42.46%, with percentages ranging from 0.9% to 100%, indicating that the neighborhoods 
varied in racial/ethnic diversity.  The average median income in neighborhoods was $53,570 
(minimum = $11,700, maximum =$192,000).  Approximately 39% of residents living in 
students’ neighborhoods were foreign-born, with neighborhoods ranging from 4% to 75% in 
their foreign-born population.  For a more detailed breakdown of neighborhood descriptives, see 
Table 2.  
Procedure 
Both students and parents signed and returned assent and consent forms, respectively, for 
participation in the study.  Students took the survey beginning in the Fall of 2009 (Wave 1) and 
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Spring (Wave 2) of sixth grade, and Spring of seventh (Wave 3) and eighth grade (Wave 4).  
Data for these analyses focused on the eighth-grade Spring survey (Wave 4).  Trained graduate 
student researchers administered the survey items by reading them aloud in students’ classrooms.  
Undergraduate research assistants walked around the classroom to guide participants as they 
marked their responses on their paper or electronic surveys.  Participants were informed that 
their responses would be kept confidential.  The student survey took approximately one hour to 
complete and students received a $10 honorarium for their participation in the study.  After 
taking the survey, students filled out a receipt where they provided their residential address.  
Measures 
The following measures will be used across all three dissertation studies.  
Percent same-race/ethnicity.  To calculate percent same-race/ethnicity, we used data 
from the California Department of Education (CDE; 2019) for the 2011–2012 and 2013–2014 
academic school years.  The following categories were coded as part of CDE data: Black/African 
American, Latina/o/Mexican, Asian (East/Southeast), European American/White, South Asian, 
Filipino/Pacific Islander, Middle Eastern, Native American, Multiethnic/Biracial, and Other.   
Control variables.  Two individual variables were included as control variables.  As a 
proxy for socioeconomic status (SES), parental education was used (See Appendix A).  When 
parents filled out the parent consent form, they had the option of filling out a short parent 
questionnaire.  Parents who filled out the parent survey responded to a question on their highest 
level of education.  On a 6- point scale, parents could select: 1 = elementary/junior high school, 2 
= some high school, 3 = high school diploma or GED, 4 = some college, 5 = 4-year college 
degree, or 6 = graduate degree (M = 4.00, SD = 1.55).  Geodesic distance, the shortest distance 
between the students’ neighborhood and school, measured in miles, was also used as a control 
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variable in our analyses. Using ArcGIS 10.1, mapping software, we calculated the geodesic 
distance between each student’s home address and their school address.  
Perceived school-based racial/ethnic discrimination.  Fisher et al.’s (2000) measure of 
Adolescent Discrimination Distress Index (ADDI) was used to measure adolescents’ self-reports 
of perceived racial/ethnic discrimination.  Fisher et al.’s ADDI is composed of institutional (i.e., 
stores, restaurants), educational (i.e., teacher evaluations), and peer discrimination subscales.  
We only used the educational and peer discrimination distress subscales for this study.  Students 
were read the following instructions before filling out the measure.  “Sometimes people are 
treated unfairly.  This could happen for many reasons.  But a lot of times when middle school 
students feel they are treated unfairly because of the things about them that are visible to 
everyone, such as their gender (being a boy or a girl), their race/ethnic group, or their body size, 
like their weight.  Below are some situations where other middle school kids said they were 
treated unfairly because of their gender, race/ethnic group or their body weight.  We want to 
know if any of these things have happened to you since you started middle school.”   
Perceived adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  Adult racial/ethnic discrimination was 
measured using items, such as “did adults at school act as if they thought you were not smart 
because of your race/ethnicity?” on 5-point scales (1 = never, 5 = a whole lot; Cronbach’s α = 
0.75).  See Appendix B for full list of items.  
Perceived peer racial/ethnic discrimination.  Students were read the same instructions as 
the adult racial/ethnic discrimination measure, but responded to different items (See Appendix 
C).  Peer racial/ethnic discrimination was measured using items, such as “did other kids exclude 
you from their activities because of your race/ethnic group?” on 5-point scales (1 = never, 5 = a 
whole lot; Cronbach’s α = 0.65). 
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Dissertation Study #1 – Analytic Plan 
Geocoding   
There were two main components to the analysis across the three dissertation studies.  
Geographic Information Systems, specifically ArcGIS 10.1 software, was used to geocode 
students’ home and school addresses.  Geocoding is a method in which a valid address receives a 
latitude and longitude coordinate that can be plotted on a map and used for spatial analyses 
(ArcGIS, 2019).  Geocoding allows researchers to match these latitude and longitude points to 
census tracts that can then be matched with U.S. Census Bureau (2010b) data available on 
American FactFinder (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a), which provides public records on the racial 
composition of each census tract, housing information, among other neighborhood characteristics 
data.  Across all three dissertation studies, once all school and home addresses were geocoded, 
they were matched to 2010 U.S. Census Bureau demographic data.  
Multilevel Model Analyses  
After geocoding school and home addresses, analyses were run using Hierarchical Linear 
Modeling REML in SAS PROC MIXED to examine whether adult and peer racial/ethnic 
discrimination varied as a function of neighborhood–school interactions.  While there were some 
students attending the same school who resided in the same neighborhoods (census tracts), some 
students attended the same school but resided in different neighborhoods.  To account for this 
complex data structure, we used a cross-classified multilevel model approach (CCMM), one that 
estimates variance components between neighborhoods, schools, and students (between 
neighborhood-by-school cells (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  Level-1 was a within-cell model 
where we examined perceived peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination of a student in a 
particular neighborhood and a given school, and Level-2 was a between-cell model where we 
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examined the variation between cells created by the crossing of neighborhoods and schools 
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).   
Dissertation Study #1 – Findings 
We used SAS PROC MIXED to run all two-way cross-classified multilevel models 
(CCMM).  Before running preliminary cross-classified multilevel models, we ran unconditional 
models to calculate the intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC).  These parameter estimates were 
used to indicate how much of the variance in perceived peer and adult racial/ethnic 
discrimination was accounted for by the schools and neighborhoods.  About 2% of the variance 
was accounted for by schools and about 0.1% of the variance was accounted for by 
neighborhoods, indicating that the majority of the variation in perceived peer and adult 
discrimination was accounted for by students within, rather than between, neighborhood-by-
school cells.  While a multilevel model framework may not seem necessary when ICCs are low, 
“values of ICC as small as 0.05 can invalidate tests of hypotheses and confidence intervals when 
MLM is not used” (see Kreft & de Leeuw, 1998, pp. 9–10).  Therefore, we ran a series of 
CCMM to account for our complex data structure and to parcel out the variance attributed to 
both the neighborhood and school.  
Two-way Cross-Classified Multilevel Model Analyses  
Given that most of the variance in perceived peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination 
occurred between students (within neighborhood-by-school cells) rather than between 
neighborhood-by-school cells, we accounted for only the cross-classified structure and treated 
intercepts as random and slopes as fixed.  In all analyses, we included our dummy-coded control 
variables: gender (1 = female, 0 = male), immigration/generational status (first-, second-, and 
third-generation), and enrollment in an honors/magnet school program (1 = enrolled, 0 = not 
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enrolled in honors/magnet program) at Level-1.  Students’ age at the time they completed the 
survey and SES (parental education) were grand mean-centered to facilitate interpretation and 
also included at Level-1 as covariates.  Immigration/generational status and gender were rotated 
in both series of CCMM and given there were no significant differences across groups, second-
generation and male students were used as the reference group for final analyses.  
To examine whether perceived peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination varied as a 
function of Latina/o representation at school, Latina/o representation in the neighborhood, and 
distance (how far students lived from school), we ran a series of four CCMM for each of our 
outcome variables.  The first model was the unconditional (null) model to capture the ICCs.  
Model 2 tested for significant main effects of Latina/o representation at school and Latina/o 
representation in the neighborhood in addition to the covariates and Model 3 included distance 
(how far students lived from school).  Model 4 (final model) included all key predictor variables 
and covariates, tested for significant two-way interactions, and examined the three-way 
interaction term (school Latina/o representation_X_neighborhood Latina/o 
representation_X_distance).  Median income and percentage of foreign-born residents in 
neighborhoods were grand-mean centered and included as covariates in the model.  Our main 
predictor variables (Latina/o representation at school and in the neighborhood as well as distance 
from school) were standardized.   
Perceived school peer racial/ethnic discrimination.  Table 4 shows findings from our 
CCMM estimated for perceived peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  Coefficients in 
Table 4 reflect standardized values.  We interpret coefficients in Model 4 given that lower-order 
effects are conditional on higher-order effects.  There were main effects of gender and Latino 
representation at school.  Latino boys experienced more discrimination from peers than did girls 
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and all youth perceived more unfair treatment from classmates as the representation of Latinos in 
the school declined.  More pertinent to our hypotheses, Table 4 shows a significant three-way 
interaction in Model 4 between Latina/o representation at school, Latina/o representation in the 
neighborhood, and distance (β = .06, p < .05) predicting perceived peer racial/ethnic 
discrimination.  Figure 3 depicts this three-way interaction using estimated means.  The left 
panel shows the results for students who live near their school environment (at 1 SD below the 
mean) and the right panel displays the results for students who live farther away from school (at 
1 SD above the mean).  
A test of simple slopes did not reveal significant slopes for students living near their 
school environment (at 1 SD below the mean; left panel of Figure 3).  However, a test of simple 
slopes revealed significant slopes for the interaction between Latina/o representation in the 
neighborhood and school, for students who lived farther away from school (at 1 SD above the 
mean).  The right panel in Figure 3 displays these significant slopes.  The solid black line depicts 
having greater neighborhood Latina/o representation as a protective factor for students who live 
farther away from school (1 SD above the mean) and attend schools with low Latina/o 
representation (b = -.08, SEb = .04, p < .05).  As Latina/o representation at school decreased, 
perceived peer racial/ethnic discrimination increased, but Latina/o representation in the 
neighborhood buffered this effect.  In other words, when students lived far away from their 
school, high Latina/o representation in their neighborhood was a protective factor.   
Perceived school adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  Model 4 also shows the main 
effect of Latino representation at school, with greater perceived discrimination from adults at 
school associated with fewer peers “like me.”  However, there was no significant three-way 
interaction involving school and neighborhood representation as well as distance from school (β 
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= .03, p > .05).  While there were significant 2-way interactions with distance and both 
neighborhood and school Latino representation, we did not interpret these two-way interactions 
given that they were conditional on the three-way interaction term.  Once we removed the three-
way interaction term, these two-way interaction terms were no longer significant.   
These findings highlight the protective role of living farther away and having a critical 
mass of same-ethnic peers at the neighborhood level, or living in ethnic enclaves, specifically for 
Latina/o students.  However, future analyses should examine the various neighborhood 
characteristics that allow for this protective relationship to exist.  Aside from a strength in 
numbers and distance from school (both objective measures of the neighborhood), there may be 
other characteristics or interactions that occur at the neighborhood level that make ethnic 
enclaves particularly protective.  
Dissertation Study #1 – Discussion 
While there is a body of literature to support that having more peers who “look like me” 
at school buffers students’ perceptions of school-based racial/ethnic discrimination (Benner & 
Graham, 2013; Seaton & Yip, 2009), less research focuses on the protective role of the 
neighborhood context.  It is critical to empirically study and capture the strengths of 
neighborhoods as research often depicts communities, and in particular, ethnic enclaves 
(communities with a large representation of historically marginalized groups) in a negative light.  
Objective measures of disorder are typically centered in neighborhood research, creating a 
stereotypical representation of “structurally disadvantaged neighborhoods” as places filled with 
residents who are indifferent to the overall well-being of the community (Sampson & 
Raudenbush, 1999).  However, multiple forms of strength and cultural wealth exist and are often 
overlooked in marginalized communities (Yosso, 2005).  It is imperative that more studies 
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unpack the cultural wealth that exists in communities, especially in regards to the ways in which 
neighborhoods can protect students from school-based peer and adult racial/ethnic 
discrimination.   
In an attempt to begin to unpack the protective role of the neighborhood context, 
Dissertation Study #1 focused on examining the moderative role of distance (how far students 
lived from school) on the relationship between school and neighborhood Latina/o representation 
and students’ perceptions of school-based peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination.   
Summary of Findings 
Findings from two-way cross-classified multilevel models showed that as Latina/o 
representation at school decreased, perceived peer racial/ethnic discrimination increased, but 
Latina/o representation in the neighborhood buffered this effect for students who lived farther 
away from school.  In related research, White et al. (2014) documented that school-based peer 
discrimination decreased over time from childhood to adolescence for Mexican-origin youth as 
the size of their ethnic group in the neighborhood increased.  Their study was different from the 
current study in that they did not model ethnic group representation at school as the buffering 
effect of neighborhood representation.  Despite these differences, both studies converge in 
calling for greater attention to the wealth of knowledge in Latino concentrated neighborhoods 
that is protective for their residents.  Findings from Dissertation Study #1 specifically highlight 
the protective role of living farther away and having a critical mass of same-ethnic peers at the 
neighborhood level.  These results are counterintuitive, given that there is research to suggest 
commuting farther away from school is a risk factor for students’ safety and learning (Stein, 
Grigg, Cronister, Chavis, & Connolly, 2017).  
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While there may be risk factors associated with living farther away from school, it may 
be the case that Latina/o students are able to physically disconnect (through distance) from 
discriminatory encounters with peers at school.  Students may not only physically distance 
themselves, but there may also be a psychological distancing that arises between the individual 
and these various forms of discriminatory experiences.  In commuting at farther distances, 
students are able to go home and connect with a community where there is a critical mass of 
same-ethnic residents, who may share similar experiences with racial/ethnic discrimination and 
who can help make sense of their lived experiences.  On the other hand, if students experienced 
unfair treatment at school, the lingering effect of these negative incidents could sit longer with 
them if they are in close proximity to the location where these events occurred.  Having the 
opportunity to physically distance themselves from the geographical location where these 
negative incidents occurred may be protective and it may even create a psychological distancing 
that is healthy and needed for students to process these discriminatory experiences along with the 
aftermath.  
The neighborhood composition buffer that exists for peer discrimination does not 
necessarily exist for adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  There may be other predictors of 
perceived unfair treatment from adults not captured in these analyses, such as teachers’ 
expectations of students, instructional style, or different treatment in the classroom.  The 
predictors of different sources of discrimination is a topic that merits further study.  
While the focus was on the interaction between school and neighborhood Latino 
representation, one main effect was robust across both sources of discrimination: students felt 
more peer and adult discrimination as the number of Latino youth in their school declined.  In 
other words, when there were fewer people “like me” in school, Latino youth in the middle 
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school sample perceived more unfair treatment from peers and the adults in their school.  We 
know from the school transition literature that having a critical mass of same-ethnic peers 
protects African American and Latino students’ feelings of belonging across the transition to 
middle school and high school (Benner & Graham, 2009; Morales-Chicas & Graham, 2017).  
How that notion of critical mass translates into meaningful in-group representation is yet 
unknown.  Studying variation in group representation across multiple contexts, including 
neighborhoods and schools, can shed light on this important question.  
Future analyses should examine the various neighborhood characteristics that allow for 
this protective relationship to exist.  Aside from a strength in numbers and distance from school 
(both objective measures of the neighborhood), there may be other characteristics or interactions 
that occur at the neighborhood level that make ethnic enclaves particularly protective.  Future 
research should take an in-depth approach at investigating the neighborhood characteristics that 
function as risk and protective factors for adolescents of color, so that we can begin to think 
about how we can integrate neighborhood protective factors in the school setting to create a more 
positive school racial climate for all students.  Research should also focus on more sophisticated 
analyses using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) as a way to portray and document the 
community cultural assets that are often overlooked but that exist in marginalized communities.  
It is critical and timely to shift away from deficit perspectives to an approach that highlights the 
protective nature of the neighborhood environment for adolescents. 
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 Neighborhood influences spill over and inform students’ experiences in the school context  
 
 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Neighborhood–School Spill Over. 
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Figure 2. Dissertation Study #1 Conceptual Model. 
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Table 1  
Dissertation Study #1 – Descriptive statistics for study variables 
 
Parameter n % M (SD) Range 
Outcome     
Perceived Peer Discrimination 753  1.35 (.54) 1 – 5 
 
Perceived Adult Discrimination 748  1.40 (.65) 1 – 5 
Individual-level Predictors     
Age 747  14.25 (.70) 12 – 16 
Gender (Females) 405 54   
First Generation 77 11   
Second Generation 552 76   
Third Generation 97 13   
SES (parental education) 705  3.01 (1.47) 1 – 6 
School-level Predictors     
Honors Program 397 53   
School Latino Representation 756  40.18 (12.06) 13.85 – 64.76 
Neighborhood-level Predictors     
Neighborhood Latino Representation 756  42.46 (24.26) .90 – 100 
Neighborhood Foreign-born 
Representation 
 
756  39.06 (14.55) 4.26 – 74.64 
Neighborhood Median Income 756  53.57 (25.02) 11.77 – 192.08 
Distance (in miles) 756  4.55 (4.95) .03 - 27.20 
Note. Neighborhood and school Latina/o representation as well as neighborhood foreign born 
representation reflect percentages at the census tract level.  Neighborhood median income is 
divided in thousandths.
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Table 2 
Dissertation Study #1 – Average Neighborhood Racial/Ethnic Composition 
 
Racial/Ethnic Group in the 
Neighborhood Context N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Latina/o 756 3.4 99 42.5287 23.46757 
White 756 0.2 88.8 23.5894 21.8928 
African American/Black 756 0.1 82.1 13.4179 15.78233 
Asian 756 0 65.8 17.1311 16.25479 
 
Note.  The mean values represent the average percentage for a given racial/ethnic group across 
all census tracts. 
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Table 3  
Dissertation Study #1 – Correlations among continuous variables  
 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Perceived peer racial/ethnic discrimination   - .45** -.03 -.15** -.01 .06 .02 .00 
2. Perceived adult racial/ethnic discrimination    - .05 -.11** .04 .09* -.06 .09* 
3. Age    - .05 .01 .09* -.08* .09* 
4. School Latina/o Representation     - .24** -.21** -.26** .11** 
5. Neighborhood Latina/o Representation     - .54** -.66** .39** 
6. Distance (in miles)      - -.40** .14** 
7. Neighborhood Median Income         - -.48** 
8. Neighborhood Foreign Born Representation         - 
Note.  *p < .05, ** p < .01.  
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Table 4 
Dissertation Study #1 - Coefficients from preliminary cross-classified multilevel models examining the three-way interaction (school 
Latina/o representation_X_neighborhood Latina/o representation_X_distance) predicting perceived peer and adult racial/ethnic 
Note. SLatinoP = percentage of Latina/o students at school and NLatinoP = percentage of Latino students in neighborhoods (standardized).  The 
reference group for all analyses were second generation and male students. *p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p <.001. 
 Perceived Peer Racial/Ethnic Discrimination Perceived Adult Racial/Ethnic Discrimination 
Fixed Effects Model 1 
β (SE) 
Model 2 
β (SE) 
Model 3 
β (SE) 
Model 4 
β (SE) 
    Model 1 
     β (SE) 
    Model 2 
    β (SE) 
Model 3 
β (SE) 
      Model 4 
       β (SE) 
Intercept 
1.36 (.03)*** 1.35 (.06)*** 1.35 (.06)*** 1.35 (.07)*** 
1.38 
(.04)*** 
1.42 (.08)*** 1.42 (.08)*** 1.39 (.08)*** 
Age  -.03 (.03) -.03 (.03) -.02 (.03)  .05 (.04) .05 (.04) .05 (.04) 
Gender (Reference: Males)  -.11 (.04)** -.11 (.04)** -.11 (.04)**  -.08 (.05) -.08 (.05) -.08 (.05) 
SES  .02 (.02) .02 (.02) .02 (.02)  .01 (.02) .01 (.02) .01 (.02) 
Honors Program  .08 (.05) .08 (.05) .06 (.06)  .01 (.06) .01 (.06) -.04 (.07) 
First Generation  -.14 (.07)* -.14 (.07)* -.13 (.07)  -.10 (.08) -.09 (.08) -.09 (.08) 
Third Generation  -.08 (.07) -.08 (.07) -.07 (.07)  -.03 (.08) -.03 (.08)  -.03 (.08) 
ForeignBorn  .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)  .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 
MedianIncome  .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)  -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00)  -.00 (.00) 
SLatinoP  -.09 (.03)*** -.09 (.03)** -.11 (.03)***  -.08 (.03)** -.07 (.03)* -.07 (.04)* 
NLatinoP  -.00 (.03) -.01 (.03) .01 (.04)  .00 (.03) -.01 (.04) -.02 (.04) 
Distance (miles)   .00 (.03) -.01 (.04)   .03 (.04) -.05 (.05) 
2-way interactions         
  SLatinoP_X_NLatinoP    .01 (.03)    .04 (.03) 
  SLatinoP _X_Distance    -.04 (.03)    -.08 (.04)* 
  NLatinoP_X_Distance    .02 (.03)     .08 (.04)* 
3-way interaction         
  SLatinoP_X_NLatinoP_X_Dist    .06 (.02)*     .03 (.03) 
Variance Components          
  Between-school variance .01 (.01) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .01 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01) 
  Between-neighborhood     
  variance 
.00 (.01) .01 (.01)   .01 (.01)    .00 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.00) 
  Within (student) variance .28 (.02)*** .29 (.02)*** .29 (.02)*** .29 (.02)*** .41 (.02)*** .42 (.03)*** .42 (.03)*** .42 (.02)*** 
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Figure 3. Plot of three-way interaction for perceived peer racial/ethnic discrimination between school and neighborhood Latina/o 
representation and distance (n = 756)
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DISSERTATION STUDY #2 
Approach #2: “Peers embarking on the same journey.”  
Dissertation Study #2 aims to examine how the percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood 
peers; that is, the percentage of students who live in the same neighborhood and go to the same 
school, informs adolescents’ perceptions around unfair treatment by adults at school.  Aside from 
just benefiting from a critical mass of same-ethnic residents in the community, having a greater 
number of same-ethnic peers who travel from home (with a particular racial/ethnic composition) 
to the same school (also, with a unique racial/ethnic composition) may also inform how 
adolescents perceive unfair treatment by adults at school.  
To provide a concrete example, let’s say Student A, who self-identifies as Latina, lives in 
the city of Compton, California (Census Tract # 5421) and attends Middle School A, where the 
racial/ethnic makeup of the school is very different from that of her home neighborhood.  
Compton is not only defined by its specific racial/ethnic makeup, but Student A also reports that 
instances of police discrimination and other authority figures in her own community are common 
and she has also witnessed as her Latina/o peers face unfair treatment by authority figures at 
school.  Recognizing these instances can lead to negative developmental outcomes for Student 
A, especially if they attribute these discriminatory experiences as their fault, rather than 
attributing these instances of unfair treatment to structural factors or systemic issues.  However, 
if Student A can make sense of some these incidents of unfair treatment by authority figures at 
both the neighborhood and school level with Student B, another Latina (same-ethnic peer) who 
lives in Compton and attends Middle School A, it provides room to make meaning of these 
experiences.  Creating space to process these discriminatory experiences may increase the 
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likelihood that students attribute these incidents to a structural-level attribution, one that places 
the blame on systemic issues rather than one based on the individual.   
Dissertation Study #2 – Current Study 
The phenomenon of interest here is in examining whether having same-ethnic 
neighborhood peers serves as a protective factor against experiences of unfair treatment by adults 
at school.  The guiding empirical questions for Dissertation Study #2 are the following (see 
Figure 4): 
(1) How does neighborhood and school Latina/o representation affect the proportion of 
same-ethnic neighborhood peers? 
(2) To what extent does the proportion of same-ethnic neighborhood peers moderate the 
relationship between neighborhood–school Latina/o representation and perceived adult 
racial/ethnic discrimination?  
Previous research shows that having a critical mass of same-ethnic peers at school; that 
is, having more peers “who look like you,” is protective (Benner & Graham, 2011; Seaton & 
Yip, 2009).  Research also finds that in diverse schools, when there is a decline in same-ethnic 
group representation, students report more discrimination (Benner & Graham, 2011; Seaton & 
Yip, 2009).  Furthermore, neighborhood research also finds that residents report lower 
perceptions of discrimination when they live in neighborhoods with a greater representation of 
same-ethnic residents (Hunt et al., 2007; Welch et al., 2001).  Building on these findings and 
merging the school and neighborhood research, it was hypothesized that there would be a greater 
proportion of same-ethnic neighborhood peers when there was greater availability of Latina/o 
students at both the neighborhood and school level.  It was also hypothesized that having a 
greater number of same-ethnic peers who live in the same neighborhood and attend the same 
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school context would buffer students’ experiences with adult racial/ethnic discrimination at 
school.  
Dissertation Study #2 – Method 
Participants 
Data for this study come from the UCLA Middle School Diversity Project (MSDP).  The 
subsample of 856 eighth grade Latina/o students (52% female; Mage = 14.03, SD = 0.38; 10% 
first-generation, 75% second-generation, and 15% third-generation) was drawn from over 147 
high schools in Northern and Southern California and 129 neighborhoods (measured using Zip 
Codes), varying in ethnic diversity.  See Table 5 for descriptive statistics of study variables and 
Table 7 for correlations among continuous variables.  For a more detailed breakdown of 
neighborhood descriptives, see Table 6.  
Measures 
To examine Dissertation Study #2, we used the same control variables listed in 
Dissertation Study #1 as well as the perceived school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination 
measure presented earlier.  To examine the protective role of the proportion of same-ethnic 
neighborhood peers, the following measure was used:  
Proportion of same-ethnic neighborhood peers.  A unique measure to capture the 
proportion of same-ethnic neighborhood peers was created.  After cleaning all MSDP students 
home address data, each student received a census tract based on their self-reported zip code.  
Students’ self-reports of their own racial/ethnic background were used to create a variable that 
captured students who self-reported as Latina/o and who resided in the same census tract by zip 
code.  Higher proportions of students who lived in the same census tract and self-reported as 
Latina/o indicated higher proportion of same-ethnic neighborhood peers.  
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Dissertation Study #2 – Analytic Plan 
Similarly, to Dissertation Study #1, there were two main components to the analysis.  
However, unlike Dissertation Study #1, zip code data were used in Dissertation Study #2 rather 
than census tract data in an attempt to broaden the geographical boundaries that define 
adolescents’ neighborhoods.  Once students’ valid zip codes were obtained, these address data 
were then matched to 2010 U.S. Census Bureau demographic data.  All two-way cross-classified 
multilevel models (CCMM) were run using SAS PROC MIXED.  Similar to Dissertation Study 
#1, about 2% of the variance was accounted for by schools and about 0.1% of the variance was 
accounted for by neighborhoods, indicating that the majority of the variation in perceived adult 
racial/ethnic discrimination was accounted for by students within, rather than between, 
neighborhood-by-school cells.  
Dissertation Study #2 – Findings 
Two-way Cross-Classified Multilevel Model Analyses  
The following three-way interaction using a cross-classified multilevel model was tested: 
School Latina/o Representation X Neighborhood Latina/o Representation X Percentage of Same-
Ethnic Neighborhood Peers, but there was no significant three-way interaction for perceived 
school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  However, there was a significant two-way 
interaction: School Latina/o Representation X Percentage of Same-Ethnic Neighborhood Peers 
for school adult racial/ethnic discrimination (β = 0.80, p < 0.01).  Figure 5 depicts this two-way 
interaction using estimated means.  Findings show that the effect of school Latina/o 
representation on perceived school adult racial/ethnic discrimination was significant at lower 
levels of same-ethnic neighborhood peers (b = -0.11, SEb = 0.04, p < 0.01; 1SD below the 
mean).  As Latina/o representation at school decreased, students reported higher perceptions of 
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school adult racial/ethnic discrimination, and this was particularly pronounced for students with 
a lower percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood peers.  The slope for high same-ethnic 
neighborhood peers was not significant.  Focusing on the intercepts in Figure 5, at low levels of 
Latino representation at school, having more same-ethnic neighborhood peers at school was 
protective, in a sense reducing the expected level of perceived discrimination by adults at school 
in that condition.  
Dissertation Study #2 – Discussion 
Previous neighborhood research suggests that living in communities where there is a high 
representation of same-ethnic residents is protective against reports of discrimination (Hunt et 
al., 2007; Welch et al., 2001).  And, school literature documents the protective effects of 
attending school with a greater number of peers who are of the same racial/ethnic group (Benner 
& Graham, 2011; Seaton & Yip, 2009).  In line with previous neighborhood and school findings, 
Dissertation Study #2 showed that having a critical mass of school peers who live in your 
neighborhood may be protective for Latina/o eighth-grade students.  Findings from Dissertation 
Study #2 warrant additional analyses to thoroughly unpack the complex interactions that guide 
the buffering effect of the percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood peers.  
The protective nature of same-ethnic neighborhood peers may not just be about the 
quantity of peers who have this shared neighborhood–school ecology, but about whether this 
shared educational experience creates a supportive social network for adolescents, especially 
when encountering school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  Aside from mere 
racial/ethnic numeric representation, this shared educational experience as they navigate shared 
neighborhood–school ecologies may create a supportive space for students to make sense of their 
experiences with discrimination at school.  Having same-ethnic peers in the neighborhood 
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context who share common experiences at the neighborhood and school level and who can 
engage in the meaning-making process in understanding discriminatory experiences at school 
may be protective as it may provide adolescents with the opportunity to explore and establish a 
stronger sense of racial/ethnic identity.   
If we were to imagine a scenario where Student A lives in a Latina/o ethnic enclave and 
attends a predominantly White middle school where they are not well represented, having a peer 
experiencing this same phenomenon might create an opportunity to connect and serve as support 
for each other.  In this scenario, greater same-ethnic neighborhood peers may strengthen 
adolescents’ sense of ethnic identity, which in turn might provide adolescents the opportunity to 
create a space where they make sense of and attribute their experiences with racial/ethnic 
discrimination as something outside of their control and based on a more systematic issue.  
Same-ethnic neighborhood peers could in turn lead to lower perceptions of school-based adult 
racial/ethnic discrimination.  Future analyses should examine the role of ethnic identity as a 
mediator in the relationship between percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood peers and 
perceived school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination.   
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Figure 4. Dissertation Study #2 – Conceptual Model. 
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Table 5  
Dissertation Study #2 – Descriptive statistics for study variables  
 
Parameter n % M (SD) Range 
Outcome  
 
  
Perceived School-based Adult 
Racial/Ethnic Discrimination  
848  1.41 (.67) 1 – 5 
Individual-level Predictors  
    
Age 844  14.03 (.38) 12.4 – 15. 72 
Sex (Females) 445 52   
First Generation 
85 10   
Second Generation 614 75   
Third Generation 122 15   
SES (parental level of education) 797  3.03 (1.48) 1 – 6 
School-level Predictors 
    
Honors Program 114 13   
School Latina/o Representation 856  40.83 (12.78) 11.36 – 64.71  
Neighborhood-level Predictors  
    
Neighborhood Latina/o Representation 
852  37.43 (20.85) 4.5 – 97.7 
Neighborhood Foreign Born 
Representation 
852  36.36 (12.80) 13.3 – 64.6 
Neighborhood Median Income 852  56.02 (21.77) 21.05 – 158.38 
Percentage of Same-Ethnic  
Neighborhood Peers 
856  26.94 (25.09) 0.7 – 100 
Note.  Neighborhood and school Latina/o representation as well as neighborhood foreign born 
representation reflect percentages at the zip code level.  Neighborhood median income at the zip 
code level is divided in thousandths. 
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Table 6 
Dissertation Study #2 – Average Neighborhood Racial/Ethnic Composition 
 
Racial/Ethnic Group in the 
Neighborhood Context N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Latina/o 852 4.5 97.7 37.4299 20.85101 
White 852 0.6 86.5 28.9115 23.29962 
African American/Black 852 0.2 68.5 13.5392 15.35274 
American Indian/Alaska Native 852 0.1 0.8 0.1783 0.06829 
Asian 852 0.2 60.4 16.6439 13.33563 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 852 0 3 0.2153 0.23526 
Other 852 0.1 1 0.3971 0.15784 
Two or More Races 852 0.1 6.7 2.6708 1.28347 
 
Note.  The mean values represent the average percentage for a given racial/ethnic group across 
all zip codes.  
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Table 7 
Dissertation Study #2 – Correlations among continuous variables 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Perceived School-Based Adult  
Racial/Ethnic Discrimination - -0.05 0.037 0.026 -.073* -0.054 
2. Neighborhood Median Income  - -.507** -.743** -.198** .463** 
3. Neighborhood Foreign Born Representation   - .516** .147** -.242** 
4. Neighborhood Latina/o Representation    - .206** -.376** 
5. School Latina/o Representation     - -.069* 
6. Percentage of Same-Ethnic Neighborhood Peers      - 
Note.  *p < .05, ** p < .01.  
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Figure 5. Plot of two-way interaction for school Latina/o representation and percentage of same-
ethnic neighborhood peers (N = 856) 
Note. PSENP refers to the percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood peers.  
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DISSERTATION STUDY #3 
Approach #3: “Giving racial/ethnic discrimination a name.”  
While same-ethnic neighborhood peers may potentially serve a protective role in dealing 
with experiences of racial/ethnic discrimination at school, the community as a whole, especially 
communities that witness and face unfair treatment by authority figures on a regular basis, may 
be able to offer critical resources for adolescents of color.  Dissertation Study #3 or Approach #3 
of the Neighborhood–School Spill-Over framework posits that the community as a whole serves 
as a social support system that offers adolescents the tools and resources necessary to combat the 
negative effects of school-based peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination.   
Students’ communities, particularly ethnic enclaves, serve as spaces that provide the 
resources, tools, and support necessary to dissect their experiences with discrimination and 
combat the negative effects that come with facing racial/ethnic discrimination at school.  Living 
in a community where most residents “look like me” from the adolescents’ perspective could 
serve as a protective space not only because most residents share a similar racial/ethnic 
background, but because they share common experiences, particularly with unfair treatment.  
Having the collective community as a social support system equips adolescents with critical 
messages from adults and other peers in the community, to dissect and critically examine their 
experiences with discrimination, not only in the neighborhood but also at the school context. 
To give a concrete example, suppose that a member of the community experienced 
excessive police violence on a given night.  Not only did this resident experience police violence, 
other community members vicariously witnessed this discriminatory incident.  When community 
members share or vicariously experience discrimination by police and/or other authority figures 
in the neighborhood, they may create space to share messages around what it means to deal with 
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unfair treatment in their communities.  These socialization messages around neighborhood 
discrimination by police and other authority figures protect the community as a whole because 
they are able to collectively make sense of these incidents and they are able to offer strategies to 
cope with discrimination.  
Dissertation Study #3 – Literature Review 
Criminalization in the Neighborhood Context 
While broken windows policing was intended to ameliorate the level of crime in 
neighborhoods with greater physical and social disorder, more recent scholars have provided 
evidence showing that “broken windows” disproportionately affected minority and poor 
neighborhoods (Fagan & Davies, 2000; Fagan, Geller, Davies, & West, 2009; Meares, 2015).  
Research documenting crime and control over the span of 30 years showed that this increase in 
“professional” policing practices did not reduce the level of crime occurring in communities; 
rather, it increased the frequency of negative police interactions with adults and adolescents 
living in poor and minority communities (Garland, 2001).   
Policing Practices in the Neighborhood Context 
Using systematic social observations, census data, police officer interviews, and police 
crime data force in Indianapolis, Indiana, and St. Petersburg, Florida, Terrill and Reisig (2003) 
found that there was greater use of police force in “crime-ridden” and low socioeconomic status 
communities; police officers “act[ed] differently in different neighborhood contexts” (p. 29).  
Research shows that police engage in more misconduct and abuse their authority in 
“disadvantaged neighborhoods” (Fagan & Davies, 2000; Kane, 2002; Skolnick & Fyfe, 1993).  
Some communities are overpoliced while other communities are underpoliced (Kane, 2003; 
Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003).  Kane (2005) examined whether police legitimacy (under/over 
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presence) affected violent crime in New York City, and general findings suggested that rather 
than helping reduce crime in “extremely disadvantaged communities,” police strategies, 
particularly if they were illegal in nature, were counterproductive.  Rather than controlling crime 
and violence, police misconduct perpetuated violent crime in the neighborhood.  
Direct and Vicarious Experiences of Police Violence 
Adolescents of color, compared to their White counterparts, are at a greater likelihood of 
being stopped by police in their neighborhood on suspicion (Brunson & Weitzer, 2009; Hurst et 
al., 2000).  Brunson (2007) examined the experiences of 40 African American male adolescents 
between the ages of 13 and 19 in urban neighborhoods in St. Louis, Missouri and found that 
participants reported experiencing direct as well as vicarious experiences of police harassment in 
their neighborhood.  The majority of the study participants (83%) reported experiencing personal 
police harassment in the form of unnecessary pedestrian and vehicle stops.  The young men in 
the study reported that the negative experiences did not just come from being stopped by the 
police, but rather the treatment that occurred during their interactions with the police officers.  
To note, participants often experienced physically intrusive searches (Brunson, 2007).  
Approximately 10 out of the 40 participants in the study reported experiencing direct police 
violence, such as “pushing, shoving, rifling through pockets, and forcibly undressing ‘suspects’” 
(p. 87).  Along with these accounts of personal experience with police harassment, 
approximately half of the sample reported having friends and family experience excessive police 
force.  This use of excessive force became part of the routine in their neighborhood (Brunson, 
2007).  
Stewart, Baumer, Brunson, and Simons (2009) were some of the first scholars to examine 
the neighborhood context and Black youth’s perceptions of police treatment.  What they found 
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was that the neighborhood context mattered – Black youth who were in communities where there 
was more White representation had higher experiences of negative police interactions, especially 
in communities where there was a growing Black representation.  Brunson and Weitzer (2009) 
found similar results in their qualitative study and Tapia (2010) extended some of these results 
and concluded that being “out of place” – a minority person in a nonminority community – had 
stronger effects for Black residents. 
Previous research has shown that Black and Latino residents were stopped more often 
than Whites for violent crimes and weapon offenses, especially when they were in 
neighborhoods that were racially homogenous (Gelman, Fagan, & Kiss, 2007).  African 
American residents were stopped most often in the context of “racial incongruity”, or when they 
were “out of place,” (Alpert, MacDonald, and Dunham, 2005; Gould and Mastrofski, 2004), 
meaning they were in a predominately White precinct (Gelman et al., 2007).  These findings 
suggest that stops are based not only the individual’s race/ethnicity, but also on the racial/ethnic 
composition of the neighborhood.  Alpert et al. (2005) found that police were more likely to 
make a stop using non-behavioral cues among ethnic minority residents, but will focus on 
behavioral cues when stopping a White citizen.  In neighborhoods with high concentrations of 
ethnic minority residents, police will use racial/ethnic characteristics of the individual and 
neighborhood to inform their suspicion (Alpert et al., 2005). 
While the current literature does not directly address the neighborhood–school spill-over, 
future research should examine how adolescents’ experiences with police discrimination in their 
neighborhoods may directly influence how they interpret unfair treatment by authority figures at 
the school context.  
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Dissertation Study #3 – Current Study 
Dissertation Study #3: Conceptual Model #1  
Model 1 of Approach #3 focuses on examining the direct neighborhood to school spill-
over; that is, how discrimination by police and other authority figures in the neighborhood 
context affects Latina/o students’ perceptions of unfair treatment by adults at school.  The 
guiding empirical questions for Model 1 of Approach #3 are the following (see Figure 6):  
(1) To what extent do perceptions of neighborhood discrimination affect Latina/o high 
school students’ perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination?  
(2)  Does sex moderate the relationship between perceptions of neighborhood discrimination 
and perceptions of school adult racial/ethnic discrimination for Latina/o high school 
students? 
The hypothesis for model #1 is framed around a direct neighborhood-to-school spill-over 
relationship, meaning that adolescents’ negative experiences in the neighborhood context (e.g., 
police discrimination) may directly inform students’ perceptions around unfair treatment at 
school.  Seaton and Yip (2009) found that students who report higher rates of discrimination in 
their neighborhood also report higher perceptions of unfair treatment at school.  In line with 
these findings (Seaton & Yip, 2009), it was hypothesized that adolescents who were exposed to 
higher rates of discrimination by police and other authority figures in their neighborhood would 
be particularly sensitive to and hypervigilant about unfair treatment in their school context, and 
in turn would report greater perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  
Previous neighborhood literature suggests that it is youth of color, and more specifically young 
men of color, who are most vulnerable to experiences of unfair treatment by police in their 
communities (Brunson, 2007; Brunson & Weitzer, 2008; Hurst et al., 2000).  Based on these 
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research findings, it was also hypothesized that the Latino male students in the sample would 
report higher perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination, compared to the 
Latinas in the sample.  
Dissertation Study #3 – Model #2 
In an attempt to investigate the neighborhood characteristics that provide support for 
residents, Model 2 of Approach #3 of the Neighborhood–School Spill-Over framework aims to 
capture the protective role of collective efficacy.  The guiding empirical question for Model 2 of 
Approach #3 is the following (see Figure 7): To what extent does neighborhood collective 
efficacy moderate the relationship between neighborhood discrimination and students’ 
perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination?  
Previous research suggests that adolescents of color may thrive if they perceive their 
community to be efficacious; that is, to have strong ties, get along, have common beliefs, and 
intervene on each other’s behalf (Witherspoon & Hughes, 2014).  It was hypothesized for the 
current study that students would report higher perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic 
discrimination at higher levels neighborhood discrimination.  Extending previous research on 
neighborhood collective efficacy, it was also hypothesized that students would report lower 
perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination at higher levels of neighborhood 
collective efficacy.  Living in efficacious neighborhoods, or in a “community that has your 
back,” may be protective for adolescents and allow them to be more critically aware of unfair 
treatment in the school context.  
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Dissertation Study #3 – Methods 
Participants 
Data for this study came from the UCLA High School Diversity Project (HSDP).  The 
overall sample with valid home address data was 1,701 students and the racial/ethnic breakdown 
was as follows: 3% South Asian, 3% Filipino/Pacific Islander, 10% Multiethnic/Biracial, 11% 
African American/Black, 18% Asian (East/Southeast), 23% White, and 32% Latino/Mexican.  
The final analytic sample of 540 Latina/o tenth-grade students (54% female; Mage = 15, SD = 
0.37) was drawn from over 147 high schools and across 266 racially/ethnically diverse 
neighborhoods in Northern and Southern California.  About 9% of the sample was first-
generation immigrant-origin adolescents, 77% second-generation, and 14% were third-
generation.  See Table 8 for a list of all continuous descriptive statistics and Table 10 for 
correlations among continuous study variables.  For a more detailed breakdown of neighborhood 
descriptives, see Table 9.  
 Measures   
Neighborhood discrimination.  Neighborhood discrimination was measured using 3 
items where they were asked to respond to the following: “How often have you been treated 
unfairly or suspiciously in your neighborhood because of your ethnic group (e.g., by the 
police?),” on 5-point scales (1 = Never, 5 = A whole lot; Cronbach’s α = 0.79).  See Appendix D 
for a list of the items.  
Neighborhood–collective efficacy.  Students were given the following prompt: We are 
also interested in your thoughts and impressions about the neighborhood that you live in.  Your 
neighborhood includes not only the street you live on but also the few blocks around where you 
live.  Neighborhoods typically have offices, shops, restaurants and parks that are close by (See 
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Appendix E).  Students were then asked to rate how much they agreed with 11 statements 
provided about their neighborhood, such as “this is a close-knit neighborhood”, on a 5-point 
scale (1= Definitely disagree, 5 = Definitely agree; Cronbach’s α = 0.88). 
Dissertation Study #3 – Analytic Plan 
Similarly, to Dissertation Study #1 and #2, there were two main components to the 
analysis.  Once we geocoded students’ valid home addresses, these address data were then 
matched to 2010 U.S. Census Bureau demographic data.  All two-way cross-classified multilevel 
models (CCMM) were run using SAS PROC MIXED.  Similar to Dissertation Study #1 and #2, 
about 2% of the variance was accounted for by schools and about 0.1% of the variance was 
accounted for by neighborhoods, indicating that the majority of the variation in perceived school-
based adult racial/ethnic discrimination was accounted for by students within, rather than 
between, neighborhood-by-school cells.  
Given that most of the variance in perceived adult racial/ethnic discrimination occurred 
between students (within neighborhood-by-school cells) rather than between neighborhood-by-
school cells, analyses were run by accounting for the cross-classified structure and treating 
intercepts as random and slopes as fixed.  In all analyses, the following dummy-coded control 
variables were included: sex (1 = female, 0 = male) and immigration/generational status (first-, 
second-, and third-generation) at Level-1.  Students’ age at the time they completed the survey 
and SES (parental education), as well as the following neighborhood characteristics: 
neighborhood diversity (measured using Simpson’s diversity index), foreign-born representation, 
and median income, were grand mean-centered to facilitate interpretation and included as Level-
1 covariates.  The main variables of interest: neighborhood discrimination and neighborhood 
collective efficacy were standardized and included at Level-1.  Immigration/generational status 
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and gender were rotated in both series of CCMM and given there were no significant differences 
across groups, second-generation and male students were used as the reference group for final 
analyses.  
Dissertation Study #3 – Findings 
Descriptive Statistics  
See Table 8 for a list of all continuous study variables.  When examining students’ 
reports of discrimination by adults at school, on average, most students did not report high 
perceptions of discrimination (M = 1.25, SD = 0.47).  And in a similar manner, most students in 
our sample did not report extreme levels of neighborhood discrimination (M = 1.36, SD = 0.62).  
The average report of neighborhood collective efficacy was M = 3.38 (SD = 0.72).  
Independent-samples t-tests.  To examine whether there were any differences across 
male and female students in their perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination, 
neighborhood discrimination, and neighborhood collective efficacy, a set of independent samples 
t-tests were conducted.  There was no significant difference in students’ perceptions of school-
based adult racial/ethnic discrimination between male (M = 1.27, SD = 0.49) and female (M = 
1.24, SD = 0.46) students in the sample, t(537) = 0.684, p = 0.49.  There was also no significant 
difference in perceptions of neighborhood collective efficacy between male (M = 3.42, SD = 
0.70) and female (M = 3.34, SD = 0.73) students, t(536) = 1.18, p = 0.24.  There was, however, a 
significant difference in perceptions of neighborhood discrimination between male (M = 1.43, 
SD = 0.65) and female (M = 1.31, SD = 0.59) students, t(488.51) = 2.30, p = 0.02.  The Latino 
male tenth-graders reported significantly higher perceptions of neighborhood discrimination 
compared to the Latina tenth-graders in the sample.   
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A set of one-way ANOVAs were run to examine whether there were differences in these 
main variables of interest across first-, second-, and third-generation immigrant-origin 
adolescents, and there were no significant differences across generational status for 
neighborhood discrimination, neighborhood collective efficacy, or school adult racial/ethnic 
discrimination.  
Correlational analyses.  To examine the association between the continuous variables in 
the current study, Pearson’s correlational analyses were run (see Table 10).  Results of the 
Pearson correlation analyses indicated that there was a significant positive association between 
perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination and neighborhood discrimination, 
r(535) = 0.39, p < 0.001; that is, Latina/o students who perceived higher levels of neighborhood 
discrimination also reported higher levels of unfair treatment by adults at school.  Findings also 
showed that there was a significant negative association between perceptions of school-based 
adult racial/ethnic discrimination and neighborhood collective efficacy, r(538) = -0.15, p < 
0.001, meaning that lower levels of collective efficacy at the neighborhood were related to higher 
perceptions of unfair treatment by adults at school.  Additional correlational analyses identified a 
negative association between neighborhood collective efficacy and neighborhood discrimination, 
r(535) = -0.23, p < 0.001, indicating that higher perceptions of collective efficacy at the 
neighborhood were related to lower levels of neighborhood discrimination.   
Multilevel Model Analyses 
Using Latino male students as the reference group, a series of cross-classified multilevel 
models (CCMM) were run for perceived school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination (see 
Table 11).  Model 2 of the CCMM shows the significant main effect of neighborhood 
discrimination on perceived school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination (β = 0.16, p < 
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0.001).  These findings indicated that for every one-unit increase in neighborhood 
discrimination, there was a 0.16 increase in perceived adult racial/ethnic discrimination at 
school; that is, students perceived more unfair treatment by adults at school when they reported 
adult authority figures in their community treated them unfairly because of their racial/ethnic 
background.    
Findings from Model 3 of the CCMM highlight the significant main effect of 
neighborhood collective efficacy on students’ perceptions of school adult racial/ethnic 
discrimination (β = -0.04, p < 0.05).  These findings indicated that for every one-unit increase in 
neighborhood collective efficacy, there was a 0.04 decrease in students’ reports of unfair 
treatment by adults at school; that is, students who live in communities that are efficacious report 
lower levels of perceived school adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  
And finally, Model 4 of the CCMM sought to examine the buffering role of 
neighborhood collective efficacy on the relationship between neighborhood discrimination and 
school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  Findings from Model 4 showed that the two-
way interaction (neighborhood discrimination_X_neighborhood collective efficacy) was not 
significant (β = 0.02, p > 0.05).  While it was hypothesized that neighborhood collective efficacy 
would play a buffering role in the relationship between neighborhood discrimination and school 
adult racial/ethnic discrimination, this hypothesis was not supported in our final cross-classified 
multilevel models.  
Dissertation Study #3 – Discussion 
In line with neighborhood research that suggests young men of color are at a higher 
likelihood of experiencing unfair treatment by police in their communities (Brunson, 2007; 
Brunson & Weitzer, 2008; Hurst et al., 2000), findings from Dissertation Study #3 showed that 
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Latino male tenth-graders in the sample reported higher levels of neighborhood discrimination 
(i.e., by police and/or other authority figures) compared to their Latina female counterparts.  In 
an attempt to capture the protective nature of the neighborhood context, the second aim of 
Dissertation Study #3 was to examine the role of neighborhood collective efficacy as a 
moderator of the relationship between students’ reports of neighborhood discrimination and 
perceptions of unfair treatment by adults at school.  While multilevel model analyses did not 
reveal that neighborhood collective efficacy buffered the effect of neighborhood discrimination 
on perceived unfair treatment by adults at school, correlational analyses did indicate there was an 
association between these variables.  Higher levels of neighborhood collective efficacy were 
associated with lower perceptions of school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination and 
neighborhood discrimination for Latina/o students.  This points toward an association that 
warrants additional analyses to understand the protective role of efficacious neighborhoods, 
especially in regards to unfair treatment at both the neighborhood and school levels.  
Why might it be that neighborhood collective efficacy did not play a buffering role in the 
relationship between neighborhood discrimination and perceptions of school adult racial/ethnic 
discrimination?  It could be the case that contending with the consequences of unfair treatment 
by police and other authority figures at the neighborhood level as well as by adults at school are 
overwhelmingly systemic.  In other words, while living in efficacious neighborhoods might offer 
adolescents the necessary support mechanisms to deal with discrimination, having this support 
system in the community does not preclude individuals from facing discriminatory experiences 
given they stem from larger systemic and structural forms of racism in the U.S. context.  
The buffering effect of neighborhood collective efficacy could have also been missed due 
to measurement limitations.  In the current study, reporting lower perceptions of unfair treatment 
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by adults at school was considered protective.  In redefining what protectiveness means, it could 
be the case that identifying discriminatory experiences and “calling them by name” rather than 
attributing it to an individual attribution is protective.  If students reside in efficacious 
neighborhoods, where residents “have each others’ backs” and share critical socializing 
messages around what discrimination looks like and strategies for effective coping, being able to 
identify it at school could be considered protective.   
Highlighting the strengths of qualitative data, future research should conduct mixed 
methods research to thoroughly understand high school students’ experiences with racial/ethnic 
discrimination by authority figures at both the neighborhood and school level.  It would be 
critical to gage whether current racial/ethnic discrimination measures capture students’ lived 
experiences with unfair treatment. Getting verbal accounts and documenting oral histories or 
students’ testimonies is critical for unpacking their daily lived encounters with racial/ethnic 
discrimination.  
Future studies should also examine whether the current measures of collective efficacy 
are appropriate and defined in similar ways across communities, and in particular, in 
Communities of Color.  Might there be other ways to capture communities’ efficaciousness or 
the wealth of knowledges and resistance that exist across communities?  Future studies in the 
field of developmental science should also focus on conducting mixed-methods research by 
working with existing education models (e.g., Yosso, 2005) that center the strength and cultural 
wealth that exist in Communities of Color.  It would be critical to merge community cultural 
wealth research with developmental work in order to further unpack not only students’ 
experiences with racial/ethnic discrimination, but how the neighborhood environment is 
protective.   
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Figure 6. Dissertation Study #3 – Conceptual Model #1. 
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Figure 7. Dissertation Study #3 – Conceptual Model #2.
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Table 8 
Dissertation Study #3 - Descriptive statistics for study variables  
 
Parameter n % M (SD) Range 
Outcome     
Perceived School-Based Adult 
Racial/Ethnic Discrimination 
539  1.25 (.47) 1 – 5 
Individual-level Predictors     
Age 536  15 (.37) 13.85 – 16.72 
Sex (Females) 296 55   
First Generation 49 9   
Second Generation 401 77   
Third Generation 73 14   
SES (parental education) 507  3.15 (1.49) 1 – 6 
Neighborhood-level Predictors     
Neighborhood Median Income 540  53.77 (24.04) 11.77 – 181.50 
Neighborhood Foreign-Born Representation 540  38.19 (14.29) 4 – 75  
Neighborhood Diversity (Simpson’s index) 540  .57 (.14) .02 – .75 
Neighborhood Latina/o Representation 540  41.73 (22.83) 3.40 – 99  
Neighborhood Discrimination  535  1.36 (.62) 1 – 5 
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy  538  3.38 (.72) 1 – 5 
Note. Neighborhood Latina/o representation and Foreign-Born Representation reflect 
percentages at the census tract level.  Neighborhood median income is divided in thousandths. 
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Table 9 
Dissertation Study #3 – Average Neighborhood Racial/Ethnic Composition  
 
 
Note.  The mean values represent the average percentage for a given racial/ethnic group across 
all census tracts.  
 
 
Racial/Ethnic Group in the 
Neighborhood Context N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Latina/o 540 3.4 99 41.7337 22.82553 
White 540 0.2 86.7 24.7409 22.12888 
African American/Black 540 0.1 76 13.8185 15.8784 
American Indian/Alaska Native 540 0 0.7 0.1689 0.11966 
Asian 540 0 67.6 16.26 15.64171 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 540 0 2.5 0.2172 0.32247 
Other 540 0 1.7 0.4407 0.23782 
Two or More Races 540 0 6.3 2.6156 1.49118 
 
 
 62
 
Table 10 
Dissertation Study #3 – Correlations among continuous variables   
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Perceived School-Based Adult  
Racial/Ethnic Discrimination - 0.05 -0.006 0.005 -0.016 0.01 .387** -.146** 
2. Age  - 0.033 -0.041 0.029 -0.047 -0.01 0.004 
3. Neighborhood Median Income 
  - -.502** .236** -.675** 0.002 .142** 
4. Neighborhood Foreign-Born Representation 
   - -.153** .425** -0.025 -0.022 
5. Neighborhood Diversity (Simpson’s index) 
    - -.631** 0.026 .101* 
6. Neighborhood Latina/o Representation 
     - -0.021 -.141** 
7. Neighborhood Discrimination 
      - -.231** 
8. Neighborhood Collective Efficacy 
       - 
Note.  *p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table 11 
Dissertation Study #3 – Coefficients from cross-classified multilevel models predicting perceived adult racial/ethnic discrimination  
 
   Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Fixed Effects  β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) 
Intercept 1.226 (.039)*** 1.226 (0.039)*** 1.227 (0.039)*** 1.226 (0.039)*** 
Age   0.063 (0.054) 0.059 (0.054) 0.062 (0.054) 
Sex (Reference: Males)   -0.021 (0.04) -0.023 (0.04) -0.018 (0.04) 
FirstGeneration   0.044 (0.071) 0.034 (0.071) 0.03 (0.071) 
ThirdGeneration   -0.031 (0.059) -0.035 (0.059) -0.026 (0.06) 
SES   0.006 (0.014) 0.006 (0.014) 0.005 (0.014) 
MedianIncome   0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 
ForeignBorn   0.025 (0.027) 0.026 (0.027) 0.026 (0.027) 
Neigborhood Diversity    -0.026 (0.196) 0 (0.195) -0.014 (0.196) 
Neighborhood Latina/o Representation   0.001 (0.002) 0.001 (0.002) 0.001 (0.002) 
Neighborhood_Discrimination    0.160 (0.016)*** 0.152 (0.017)*** 0.161 (0.018)*** 
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy     -0.043 (0.021)* -0.049 (0.021)* 
2-way interaction         
    NeighDisc_x_NeighCE       0.017 (0.015) 
Variance Components      
    Between-school variance .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) 
    Between-neighborhood variance .00 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) 
    Within (student) variance .28 (.02)
*** .29 (.02)*** .29 (.02)*** .29 (.02)*** 
Note. NeighDisc_x_NeighCE refers to the two-way interaction between neighborhood discrimination and neighborhood collective efficacy. The 
reference group for all analyses were second generation and male students. *p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p <.001. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 
Understanding perceptions of school-based racial/ethnic discrimination does not begin 
when students walk through their school gates at eight o’clock in the morning.  Students’ 
perceptions of school racial/ethnic discrimination are not only informed by interactions that 
occur at the school level, but they are also informed by their experiences in the neighborhood 
context.  Where students live, how far they travel from home to school, and what they experience 
in their neighborhoods matters.  Students carry with them their communities’ cultural wealth 
(Yosso, 2005) to make sense of their experiences when they walk through their school gates 
every morning.  
The current dissertation study focused on examining the Neighborhood–School Spill-
Over Framework, a unique and novel model for understanding how complex interactions in the 
neighborhood context influence Latina/o students’ perceptions around unfair treatment at school.  
While there are various complex interactions at the neighborhood level that spill over into the 
school context to inform students’ experiences with racial/ethnic discrimination, the current 
study honed in on three different approaches, which were treated as three separate but 
interrelated dissertation studies.  
Dissertation Study #1 examined neighborhood and school Latina/o representation as 
predictors of both school-based peer and adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  Our findings showed 
that when students attended schools with lower Latina/o representation, having greater Latina/o 
representation in the neighborhood served as a buffer for students who lived farther away from 
school.  It may be that Latina/o students are able to disconnect (through distance) from negative 
social encounters with peers at school and are able to go home and connect with a community 
where there is a critical mass of same-ethnic residents, who may share similar experiences with 
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discrimination.  In related research, White et al. (2014) documented that school-based peer 
discrimination decreased over time form childhood to adolescence for Mexican-origin youth as 
the size of their ethnic group in the neighborhood increased.  Their study was different from ours 
in that they did not model ethnic group representation at school as the buffering effect of 
neighborhood representation.  Despite these differences, both our research and that of White et 
al. (2014) converge in calling for greater attention to the wealth of knowledge in Latino 
concentrated neighborhoods that is protective for their residents.  
Findings from Dissertation Study #1 emphasize the protective role of living farther away 
from school and the importance of having a critical mass of same-ethnic peers not only at school, 
but also in the neighborhood-context.  Developmental research would suggest that living farther 
away from school might present students with more challenges, but Dissertation Study #1 
findings are intriguing as they offer evidence to the contrary.  In a city report in Baltimore, 
Maryland, they used GIS spatial analyses to determine how far students were travelling from 
home to school, what methods they used to commute from home to school (e.g., by public bus), 
and what this daily commute was like for students (Stein et al., 2017).  Findings from their GIS 
analyses found that students who were travelling far distances to get to school usually relied on 
the public bus as a main means of transportation.  Stein et al. (2017) also found their survey data 
showed students were exposed to more neighborhood dangers during their commutes.  While this 
study does not necessarily center the protective role of distance, it does conclude that students 
who engage in longer commutes where they have to cross multiple neighborhoods to get to 
school face more dangers and threats to safety, compared to students who live at closer proximity 
to school.  While there may be dangers associated with travelling farther distances, students 
nonetheless engage in this daily commute.  Students are invested in getting to school despite 
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these long commutes or dangers they may face.  What are the factors that help explain why 
students may show this deep level of engagement and commitment?   
Spatial analyses from this report (Stein et al., 2017) offer great insight in helping 
understand where students live, how far they are travelling to get to school, and what the 
commute is like for students and findings from Dissertation Study #1 attempt to portray a clearer 
picture of school and neighborhood contexts students are encountering on a daily basis.  These 
are all objective measures attempting to capture students’ relationships with their neighborhoods 
and their school contexts.  While it is important and critical to offer this objective empirical 
work, it does not completely unpack the complex interactions students encounter on a daily 
basis.  It is critical that future research unpack these complex neighborhood-level interactions by 
centering students’ narratives, stories, and histories.  Using mixed-methods tools and approaches 
to further deconstruct this neighborhood-school spill-over students are facing on a daily basis is a 
critical next step.  Qualitative methods that center around collecting interview data would give 
great insight as to what this daily commute from the neighborhood to the school context is like 
for students.  
Findings from Dissertation Study #1 showed that living in a Latina/o ethnic enclave was 
protective.  Using mixed-methods work and working directly with community members in the 
community would help provide insight as to what it is about Latina/o ethnic enclaves that are 
protective for students.  Is it the messages that adults pass down to younger individuals?  Is it the 
diverse strategies that other peers share about defining and dealing with racial/ethnic 
discrimination?  Do these messages look different across various communities, households, and 
individuals?  If it is not just critical messages that are passed down from generations or by 
community members, are there other mechanisms that exist in communities that are overlooked?  
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One of the strengths of GIS mapping is highlighting the cultural assets that exist in communities.  
The work done in this dissertation, coupled with the strengths of GIS analyses, would be a great 
future step step to uncovering the protective role of neighborhoods.  
Dissertation Study #2 focused on examining the moderative role of same-ethnic 
neighborhood peers in the relationship between neighborhood and school Latina/o representation 
and perceived school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  Findings showed that as Latina/o 
representation at school decreased, Latina/o eighth-grade students reported higher levels of 
unfair treatment by adults at school when there were fewer same-ethnic neighborhood peers.  On 
the other hand, Latina/o students who had a higher percentage of same-ethnic neighborhood 
peers reported lower perceived school-based adult racial/ethnic discrimination as school Latina/o 
representation decreased.  These findings highlight the protective role of same-ethnic 
neighborhood peers for Latina/o eighth-grade students.  We know from the school transition 
literature that having a critical mass of same-ethnic peers protects African American and Latino 
students’ feelings of belonging across the transition to middle school and high school (Benner & 
Graham, 2009; Morales-Chicas & Graham, 2017). Similar to Dissertation Study #1, conducting 
mixed-methods work to unravel what about having a greater percentage of same-ethnic 
neighborhood peers is protective is a critical next step.  There may be shared different forms of 
capital that get transmitted from one peer to another that ameliorate the negative effects of 
discrimination.  
And finally, Dissertation Study #3 focused on examining the direct neighborhood to 
school spill-over; that is, how discrimination by police and other authority figures in the 
neighborhood context affected Latina/o high school students’ perceptions of unfair treatment by 
adults at school.  To move away from deficit perspectives of neighborhoods, the second aim of 
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Dissertation Study #3 was to examine the buffering role of neighborhood collective efficacy on 
the relationship between neighborhood and school adult racial/ethnic discrimination.  While 
multilevel model analyses did not find a significant buffering effect of neighborhood collective 
efficacy, correlational analyses showed that living in efficacious neighborhoods was associated 
with lower perceptions of unfair treatment by adults in the neighborhood and at school.  These 
findings warrant additional analyses and emphasize the need to continue investigating 
neighborhood collective efficacy as well as other neighborhood characteristics that might protect 
adolescents of color from discriminatory experiences at both the neighborhood and school levels.  
It could be that former methods of measuring how neighborhood efficaciousness varies across 
communities.  Moving away from traditional methods of studying collective efficacy may 
produce results that capture the lived experiences of Latina/o adolescents, and adolescents of 
color, more broadly.  Reimagining and redefining the ways in which we capture neighborhood 
collective efficacy is an important methodological next step.  It could also be the case that while 
collective efficacy is protective, it does not shield adolescents from experiencing larger forms of 
discrimination, and more specifically, discriminatory incidents with the police in their 
communities.  
Future research should focus on making sure that data related to police force used in 
marginalized communities is thorough in order to continue to understand the effects of police 
activity in neighborhoods. Future research also needs to re-conceptualize and redefine 
neighborhood crime, that in fact crime is not just perpetuated by residents; rather, those in 
authority (the police) who are supposed to protect and serve residents may be the perpetuators of 
crime within marginalized communities. This form of neighborhood criminalization has greater 
ramifications for adolescents’ perceptions’ of discrimination, fairness, authority, safety, and 
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overall racial climate in their school contexts. 
While earlier research on the neighborhood context focused on physical and social 
disorder and how these visual representations of neighborhood disorder affected crime rates 
(Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999), later research suggested that it was not just these “incivilities” 
that affected neighborhood crime.  Peterson and Krivo (2010) added a crime structural 
perspective, where they argued that crime was usually greater in neighborhoods with higher 
structural disorganization.  Structural and institutional policies, affected by the broken windows 
theory, created stereotypes and assumptions about particular neighborhoods. All residents living 
in communities identified as “bad” neighborhoods have the reputation of being “bad” residents 
and are thought to be “suspicious”. There are higher rates of police contact occurring in highly 
“disadvantaged” neighborhoods, compared to neighborhoods that are low in disadvantage. Not 
surprisingly, these neighborhoods tend to be predominantly Black and Latino. It is important to 
understand not only police contact in the neighborhood, but also the conduct and responsiveness 
of the police in minority communities.  
 While there is very limited literature and empirical evidence on the aforementioned 
models, understandings adolescents’ experiences as they navigate this neighborhood-school spill 
over is necessary.  Merging separate bodies of research that individually discuss the inhibiting 
and promoting roles of the neighborhood and school contexts (Garcia Coll et al., 1996) would 
produce a much more nuanced understanding of students’ discriminatory experiences and the 
mechanisms that serve to ameliorate the negative effects of discrimination.  
Future studies should focus on more sophisticated analyses using Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) to document the often, overlooked unique neighborhood factors that serve as 
protective factors against different forms of unfair treatment at school.   
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CONCLUSION 
The current dissertation study sought to understand the Neighborhood-School Spill-Over, 
a novel framework investigating how neighborhood influences spill over to inform students’ 
perceptions around school racial/ethnic discrimination by peers and adults.  Educational policies 
that seek to improve the schooling environments for students should consider how students’ 
experiences, and in particular, their perceptions around unfair treatment by peers and adults at 
school, are not only affected by school-level characteristics, but also neighborhood-level factors.  
Often times, it can be assumed that students’ experiences are solely informed by the various 
interactions that occur within their school contexts.  However, it is critical to recognize that 
every individual student carries a unique set of skills, wealth of knowledge, and lived realities 
before entering the school gates every morning.  Dismissing or discrediting students’ lived 
experience, informed by their unique identities (e.g., race/ethnicity, immigration/generational 
status, sex, socioeconomic status, etc.) outside of the school grounds, produces a narrowed and 
incomplete portrayal of students’ complex and multifaceted lives.  
It is not enough to just focus on understanding the neighborhoods students come from as 
a way to get a more in-depth perspective of their experiences with discrimination at school.  It is 
imperative that empirical research shift away from deficit models that often stereotype 
Communities of Color as negative contexts of development for adolescents.  Future research 
should center the collective support, strength, and resistance that exists across various 
Communities of Color in the face of racial/ethnic discrimination.  Taking an in-depth approach at 
investigating the neighborhood characteristics that function as risk and protective factors for 
adolescents of color can help inform educational policies and practices so that we can begin to 
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integrate neighborhood protective factors in the school setting that create a more positive school 
racial climate for all students. 
  72
APPENDIX A: UCLA MIDDLE SCHOOL STUDY:  
MEASURE OF PARENTAL LEVEL OF EDUCATION 
 
 
Parent Information 
 
To understand whether any differences we find in our study are due to some school 
characteristics (e.g., diversity, size, special programs), we need to know whether students are 
also different regarding some family characteristics. For example, we know that middle school is 
a time when some students begin to think a lot about gender and race or ethnicity, and on the 
next page we ask whether you have talked to your child about either. 
 
As indicated on the Consent Form, this part is voluntary. You can allow your child to take part in 
the study and not fill out the parent information. However, we would MUCH appreciate you 
providing this information, which like the rest, is completely confidential. We will also keep you 
informed about our findings in our yearly Newsletter for families of all participating students. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
 
Please mark the bubble that corresponds with your response for each of the following questions. 
 
Respondent:  
o Mother  
o Father  
o Other __________________________ 
 
Your highest level of education:  
 
o Elementary/junior high school 
o Some high school 
o High school diploma or GED 
o Some college 
o 4-year college degree 
o Graduate degree 
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APPENDIX B: UCLA MIDDLE SCHOOL DIVERSITY PROJECT:  
MEASURE OF SCHOOL-BASED ADULT RACIAL/ETHNIC DISCRIMINATION 
 
 
Since You Started Middle School 
 
Sometimes people are treated unfairly. This could happen for many reasons. But a lot of times 
when middle school students feel they are treated unfairly it's because of the things about them 
that are visible to everyone - such as their gender (being a boy or girl), their race/ethnic group, or 
their body size, like their weight. 
 
Below are some situations where other middle school kids said they were treated unfairly 
because of their gender, race/ethnic group or their body weight. We want to know if any of these 
things have happened to you since you started middle school. 
 
How often... 
 
 
Never     Once or Twice A Few Times A Lot A Whole Lot  
Were you disciplined unfairly at school because of your racial/ethnic group?  
Were you given a lower grade than you deserved because of your racial/ethnic group?  
Did adults at school act as if they thought you were not smart because of your racial/ethnic 
group?  
Were you treated disrespectfully by adults in your school because of you racial/ethnic group?  
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APPENDIX C: UCLA MIDDLE SCHOOL DIVERSITY PROJECT:  
MEASURE OF SCHOOL-BASED PEER RACIAL/ETHNIC DISCRIMINATION 
 
 
Since You Started Middle School 
 
Sometimes people are treated unfairly. This could happen for many reasons. But a lot of times 
when middle school students feel they are treated unfairly it's because of the things about them 
that are visible to everyone - such as their gender (being a boy or girl), their race/ethnic group, or 
their body size, like their weight. 
 
Below are some situations where other middle school kids said they were treated unfairly 
because of their gender, race/ethnic group or their body weight. We want to know if any of these 
things have happened to you since you started middle school. 
 
How often... 
 
Never     Once or Twice A Few Times A Lot A Whole Lot  
Were you threatened by other kids because of your racial/ethnic group?  
Were you called insulting names by other kids because of your racial/ethnic group?  
Were you treated disrespectfully by other kids in your school because of you racial/ethnic 
group?  
Did other kids exclude you from their activities because of your racial/ethnic group?  
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APPENDIX D: UCLA MIDDLE HIGH SCHOOL DIVERSITY PROJECT:  
MEASURE OF NEIGHBORHOOD DISCRIMINATION 
 
 
In My Neighborhood 
 
We are also interested in your thoughts and impressions about the neighborhood that you live 
in. Your neighborhood includes not only the street you live on but also the few blocks around 
where you live. Neighborhoods typically have offices, shops, restaurants and parks that are 
close by. 
 
 
How often have you been treated unfairly or suspiciously in your neighborhood because of 
your ethnic group: 
 
 
Never Once or Twice A Few Times A lot A whole lot 
By the police? 
By a store owner or sales clerk when you went to buy something?  
By a waiter or waitress in a restaurant?  
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APPENDIX E: UCLA MIDDLE HIGH SCHOOL DIVERSITY PROJECT:  
MEASURE OF NEIGHBORHOOD COLLECTIVE EFFICACY 
 
 
In My Neighborhood 
 
We are also interested in your thoughts and impressions about the neighborhood that you live 
in. Your neighborhood includes not only the street you live on but also the few blocks around 
where you live. Neighborhoods typically have offices, shops, restaurants and parks that are 
close by. 
 
How much do you agree with the following statements about YOUR neighborhood... 
 
Definitely Disagree Sort of Disagree Not Sure Sort of Agree Definitely agree 
This is a close-knit neighborhood. 
People in my neighborhood do not get along very well.  
People in my neighborhood are willing to help their neighbors. 
People in my neighborhood can be trusted. 
People in my neighborhood have the same idea of what's important. 
The adults in my neighborhood watch out that the children are safe and don't get into trouble. 
My neighbors would do something if there was a fight in front of my house and someone got 
hurt. 
Parents in my neighborhood know their children's friends. 
My neighbors would do something if kids in my neighborhood are disrespectful toward 
adults. 
If kids were skipping school and just hanging out my neighbors would do something about it. 
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